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ABSTRACT

The purpose of tnis study was to evaluate the wmany
diverse activities going on under the child advccacy label in crder
to determine if there was anythinc new or different about this
phenowenon and to attempt som2 conceprual ordering of the field.
ihterviews were conductea with a number oi people knowledgeable in
children's service, and an attespt was nade to identity as many child
advocacy proyrams as possible, Case studies of some 70 prcegrams were
conducted, and a total of 116 child advocacy programs were
identitied. On the basis of this survey, a number of themes which
underiie current efforts in tne cnild advocacy wovement are
elaborated, and implications for child welfare are presented. (CS)
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The concept of advocacy for children is certainly not
new. In American social welfare, its tradition can be traced

back to the latter part of the nineteenth century when leaders

in the child welfare field started to publicize the problem

£

of child abuse and campaigned vigorously for legislation to

protect the interests of children. The Children's Bureau,
established 1in 1912 to investigate and make public facts

about living conditions of children and eir families, has

(¢4

provided over the yzars a noteworthy example of advocacy
withlin thes public s2ctor. Thes crusads for child lapor

legislation during the 1920's was o hign point 1n the

on many different fronits. And the Child Welfare League of

America has.at times been a focal point of advocacy for
children within tne voluntary sector.

Child advocacy as we are concernad with it today, how-
ever, developed largely outside traditional child welfare

channels and appeared on the American social scene in the
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ailing its childran.
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he beginning, it drew suiport

i

t
For some,

action for chilldren; for others

it was simply an attem

s50urces.

ct

to get a piece of tne

it provided a banner under

which they could attract new funding for c¢ld ideas; and for

still others, it presented an opportunity to design and

implement creative solutions to

children. For all - consumetr

professionals,

some of the problems of

and citizens

alike - the concept of child advocacy embodied a sense of

hope and conviction:; hope that a

done to improve the lives of tThe

conviction that this was

o
fvRgta

\

audlience I am sure there 1s no n

ways in

)

explain the feelings of frustrati
wnich tne child advocacy movamsanat

The first call for the establishment of a

time for action.

which this country is fai

t._l

t last something could be

nation's children; and

For this

eed Lo docunznit the many
iling its cnildren, or to

national system

of child advocacy was made in 1969 by the Joint Commission

on the Mental Health of Children

results of a three year study of

problems of children.? 1In order

ordering national

cies and inegultiss in our systa
tha Joint Commigsion recommondsid
Prasitdential sdvisory Counzil on
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the behavioral and emotional
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nevwork of state and local child developinent couacils and

o

authorities with policymaking and operational responsibilities.
The participvants in the 1970 ¥Whnite House Coaferance on

Children, influenced by this report of the Joint Commission,

s

made similar recommendations for the establishment of
national system of child advocacy.3

These proposals were, of course, made during the early
years of the President's first term in office when many still
hopad that the momentwa for social change of the esarly 1950's
would carry tnrougn, and that public monies would be available

to fuand major programs in the human service sector. Doevel-
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opments since that tima male 1t clear that this was a Talse
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nopa.  In 171 The Prasident gave the OFffice of Child Deavel-

opmeny the explicit chargs of astablishing the Yational Center
on Child Advocacy; but the Canter is opervating without a
director and has very limited staff and funding. At ths

same time-variouéyagencies witnhin the Department of Healtn,

Education and Welfare allocated approximately 74 million

dollars to child advocacy projects for 19?2, and a sligntly

[ g
nigher amount foxr the current year. To evaluate the Admin-

istration's commitment to child advocacy, however,'ona must
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Page
it is certal y doomed if its survival depends on high levels
of fedsral funding alone.

However, unlike such devslopments as mental patlents

}—~

iberation, gay power,‘and consumer advo;acy, the child
advocacy movement does build on the long tradition of social
action for children mentioned earlier; Unfqrtunately, theA
leadership of the children's field which had taken such an
important advocacy role for cnildren in the early part of
the century, had in recent ysars béen turnad over to child
welfare spescialists who concentrated their energies on morﬂ
technical matters. For example, since the 19L0's, the

Children's Burszzu has been concernad primarily with admin-

istering grants, conducting rzsesarch and upgrading program
standards in very linited arsas. 3Similarly the Child ¥Weliare
Leazue, as well as its member agsncles, has focused its el-

forts in recent years on devaloping hignh quality professioneal

casevwiork services, primarily for children outside their own

nomes.  For example, in 1967, less than 1% of the children
in this country were; recelving any form of child welfarx

R X
service. Given this preoccupation with residual services,

it 1s little wonder that forcess oufside the cnild welfare

5

field took the lead in advancing thz child advocacy movemant.
Tn a se2nse 1t was 12t to thaes2 obher grouns Lo worry aboul
the remaining 995 of the oh . ea L8 fhe ontld
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In 1971 the OiTice of Child Dsvelopment gavs a

oM

rant to

~
vl

Columbia University School of 3ocial Woric £to conduct a aational
study of child advocacy.5 The rurpose oi this study was to
evaluzte the many diverse activities going on under the child
advocacy label in order to determine if there was anything-

new or different about this phenomenon and to attempt some
conceptual ordering of the field. At the time that we under-
took the study, child advocacy was very obviously a band-

wagon Dhenomsnon. Tne only thing wnich was really clear was
that a great deal was going on under this label. The term
child advocacy was being used to describe every type of action

on benalf of childran. including direct service, legal action,

coovdination and ploaninz, lovtring, etc. For example, 20
some child advocacy nrojects weve funded by sunh fedarzl
szencias 23 Social and Rehabilitation Serviecszs, Office of Child

Development, Naticnal Institute of Hental Healthn, CfTice of
Zducation, and Office of Zconcnic Opportunity. In additio
advocacy projects were established at the state
thé auspices of Governor®s Cormmittess on Children and Youth,

State Departments of Mental Healtih, and the newly established

Offices for Children's Services. In several staiss legisla-l
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For example, groupns sucnh as the Natlional

Women and the Junior League have initioted advocacy programs
in different cities throughout the country. The child
advocacy movement enfused new energy into traditional self-
help organizations and stimulated the development of such

new grouys as parents of emotionally disturbed children and
foster parents associations. One of the major thrusts was
the development of a national Children's Lobby as wWell as
state lobbles in California, izssachusetts and several other
states. Also youth grouos wnhich nad started to organize around
student issues in the later 1350's were able to use tne child
advocacy label co breoaden their Tocus and to damand a more

acTLVv

()

role in tns determinaticn of public poltiecy. And

finally, political action grouns sucn as datlional Welfare
Rights Organization were able vto use children's issues as a

cause around whicn to organiza support for their particulap
agendas. Perhaps tne least active in this whole child advbéacy;
movement were the traditional cnild weifare agencies. Only .
the child welfare agencies which.have merged with family
service agencies and initiated family advdéacy programs in
accord with tne recommendations of

Fa) o} e, 3 ., 4. .n ~ - o 3 ey ) H - - -
of America nave damonstraced any sarious interaest in advocacy

Tne study which we conduntad Look plaoace in LuTL-72, 4t
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of HzW, State Departments of lental Health and Public ¥Welfare,

State Committees on Children and Youtn, etc. We then sent
guestionnaires to all the programs so identified. Finally
we conducted case studies of some 70 programs in different
parts of the country. 1In total,‘we identified 116 cnild

advocacy programs, and 1t was this sample on which we bpased

b

-
e

our Tindings.
To be honest, when we stvarted our study we were dismayed
by wihat we saw and wondered if the whole child advocacy

business was anything more than a new sort of husitle for

funds. The more we studied the phenomenon, however, the

advocacy movemenc wnich I would like to focus on today.

To understand what 1is signiiicant about child advocacy,
it is necessary to raview the history of child welfare
services briefly. Under commdn law tradition children'wéré

viewed as -the almost exclusive property of their parents and

public intervention in the parent-child relatioaship was

> - > - da P — -~ - -y -, - - $— 13 o
considered at best a necessary evil. Therefore, ths zarliest
yrpnananes and fogter oave

s e s .
et Wag ULre orpnmns

LAl

-~ v Ty s
Qr DABES LA
PR i e ' 1. .
WILER on RRERRS i ! DLANLON L oo oo A : AV
Vv - e [T o . - .
ceny - rey ' . - j “ e “
. ~ i . R t R b Ly LD BN VRG] -
- .
S BT o 3 g -~ - P Ry - ] - ~
(A X ! s ),()‘_' (A LEEE AT 0 SN Ll

7.



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

started their crusade for the establishment of childran's

protective services. The raclt that such programs

was not recognized until after the establishment of Societies
f'or the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals may say something

about our national priorities! It certainly reveals how

deep-seated was the reluctance to allow state intervention

in family life.

m

The early leaders in the child protective field “saw

themselves as 'arms of the law'! and direccted tneir efforts

to the prosecution of parents rather than the provision of

‘ this way they emphasized the ‘child-

social services." In

saving" role which was implicit in the orphanages and foster
care ageacics establisnhed earvlier. Unfortunately, this
cnild-saving mentality 1s a leogocy which continues to
characterize many cnild weliare programns today. However,

“

on a more positive note, the establishment of children's

protective services signaled some general acceptance of the

notion that the state has at least limited responsibility
to safeguard the interests of chnildren; and it foreshadowed
a gradual ennancement of the societal guarantee to children,
Tne 20tn ceatury has witnessed a marked expansion in the
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degree of state interventlon in the parent-child relations
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...the cnild did not escaps control, raiher nNe ex-
perienced a partial E'CﬂETJS ot astcrs in wnicn the
ignorance, ﬂegWeCu and exvloitation of somz varents’
were replaced by presunaoly fair and uniform treat- g

ment at the hands of public authorluieo and agencies.
This change did not take place without controversy. The
President's veto of the Child Development Bill passed by
Congress last year only. echoed the wordé of a long line of
alarmists who have warned that each new piece of social leg-

islation would communalize our youth and destroy tns sanctity

of the family. If the social programs developed during this

£

century functioned only to substitute for parental responsi-

bility, there might be some justirli
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Certainly many agencies established to serve i

cnildren 4o esaything but! Im many juvenile institutions
example, childran are subject to nzglect and abuse of a sor@
wnicn would provide grounds ror criminal complaint 1T they
recelved tha same treatment fromn their parents. Sinilarly,
despite laws reguiring 211 children ﬁo attend school, school

£

nave been found to exclude the very children most in

. . . 10

need of educational services.
Since the 1950's, some of the leaders in the social

elfare field, recognizing the Tutiiity of many efiorts at

" s S U . [ “- ey v N I R 3 e .
child~rescue, have urged a mores Tamily-Tocused aporonch
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that it is focused primarily on the rignts, benefits

and responsibilities zand strengthening the fanily uait; yet

T3

the failure to achieve any major changges in the quality o

1)

services for cnildren remains clear.
Counled with the recognition of this failure haé been

a growing conviction on therﬁart of many in tne human service

field that adequate public services ére an essential

11
of life in a post-industrial society.

componant

Perhavs the most

interesting feature of the child advocacy movement today is

and

wnich the state must grant children and their

Thus, instead of viewing the state as posing a

threat teo the integrity of family life, child ad

th tie contributions to family

1if's which can be made 9y social institutions. Recent
court dacisions recquliring adequate trezatment for institution

12
alizad children in Alabama and adequate
13
children in Pennsylvania

incation for all

provide graphic examples of this

type of thinking in tne legal field. And in the social

welfare field, all the emphasis on problems of service

delivery - integrztion and coordination of S°¢E-C”S, user

- s 3 L Y - P Al ~ N Ee
options, consumer accountability, ete. - réfladis 2 recognition
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‘or lesser degree on the services provided throush the public

social sector. Certainly, thesé services make an essential
contribution to healthy child development. Tnerefore., re-
cognizing the many deficiencies in cur socilal institutions,
the differential opportunities for access, and the unequal .
distribution of resources, the core of child advocacy is |
the effort, not to dismantle these programs, but rather to
monitor and strengthen them so that they can better serve
the functions for which they were originally designed.

The three major themes which underline éurrent efforts
in the child advocacy Tield can be identified as follows:
1. Wide-spread recognition of the ecological approacnh to cnhniid

ol

development which suggests that children develon not oaly

2

througn interaction with thelr families but als

oy

O
’C‘l'

3

ou

[IN]

transactlions with secondary institutions such as scnools,

)
]
©
rn

hospitals, child care facilitles, recreation programs, etc.:
2; Increased acceptanced of the concept that in the same way
as parents have certain inherent responsibilities to their

children, so society has certain obligations to i1ts children
and must providgﬂcertain essentiel services to all children;

3. Commitment ©to the idea that since these services are provided

to children, not as a result of charity or governmental larzesse,
but rather as a matter of rignt and entitlement, the institu-
tions providing thess sarvices must e accountoble o the
puolic ot Lospe and o tholr wodn wnoticuiar,

n e &ldoros Lo dedins ohllld TOTRLY
arvive ob o descrinilon whicoh would reflinot
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capture the essential components of the child advocacy programs
w2 nad studied throughout the country. We, therefors, defined

child advocacy as an 'intervention on behalf of children in

relation to those services and institutions impinging on
i

their lives. There are some who would argue that it is un-

necessarily limiting to define child advocacy in this way.’

It would be better to use the term as a banner or a rallying
point around wnhich to organize all sorts of activity on behalf
of children. We.certainly would agfee that causes are an im-
portant feaﬁure of American life - and that at times they are
essential to highlignt issues, establish new priocrities, and
revitalize organized efforts to achieve change. For example,
the recent ecology novement has made all of us more aware

and more concerned about our environment.  However, the problem

with causes 1s that they are very ephemeral phenomena; they
cannot be directed by professional or governmental bodies,

but rather they depend upcn charismatic leadership, imaegination,
mission, and timing. Hopefully we will always have people wWho

can create such causes in the children's field. To leave
éhild_advocacy to such chance, nowever, would be to ignore

wnat We s2e as the critical ingredient o

=N

the child adVocacy

®

movement, and that iz the newly defined societal need fo

N
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monivor and enhance ths transacitions between children and the
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Child advocacy in this sense is not an 2asy concept toO
grasp. It shifts the focus from intra-familial transactions
to0 the transactions btetween children and secondary social
institutions; unlike many earlier attempts to intsrvene in
the parent-child relationship, child advocacy attempts to
supplement rathner than to supplant parental roles and re-
sponsibilities. The key notion in child advocacy ‘is that
children have certain rights in relation to the social in-
stitutions which impinge on their lives. However, current
social circumstances, most especially those of poverty and
racism, reguire that children be given support to insure
equal access to the services and benefits to which they are
entlitled. In addition, given the strength of politiczl forces

o

indifferent to the nesds of children, the inherent dafects
in bureaucratic organi:ation:_and the self-serving naoture of
many professional groups, service organizations must continually
be monitored to insure that they serve the purposes for which
they were founded.

In practice then, child advocacy activities mignt include
providing evidence at a school suspension hearing as to why
an individual child should be re-admitted to school; negotia-

tion with a locel groun of physiclans to provide fras

@ care o 2 cortaln number of children; attempts to mediate
patye2n police and a groun of cf
no STCIR | Lo e A enobionnlly dlsturtod orilidren to aoh
on thelr oo hetn Lol sotion aoednn s oo oatelo seohaol wirioh
28 ek provigling adognnte Treaboont focillivios: public aceloiz
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ligat the unequal distribution of funds betizen middle and
low income communities; or lobbying against the establishment
of income limitations for day cere service. ¥From this list-
ing it is obvious that almost every activity on behalf of
children including direct service, cocordination, program
planning, etc. can be an advocacy activity or can lead to
advocacy. We would suggest, however, that it is not very
useful to engage 1in a semantic game of relabeling all of
these activities as advocacy. Rather, use of the term
cnild advocacy should be confined to those activities which
have the distinct purpose of intervening in the transactions
between children and secondary institutions impinging on
Thelr lives

There are a number of different possible ways of think-
ing about and orgahizing advocacy activities. Today I would
simply like to share witn you some of the distinctions whicn
we observed in practice. This 1s a‘Very new field in which .
e lot of eiperimentation is going on. 0ld ways for doing
things are being challenged while new ideas are being tested
out. It is certainly far too early to draw any»zinal con-

.

clusions in this srea: and it is not even pooqu1L To

(J
( .)
)
¢t

any clearcut models for advocacy programs at the prasent

tima. Tor example, soclial work has lonz made a distisction

batwean crnoo TOTnCy, O ACULVLITY on o osnal’ of an iadicoidun
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organizational settings. Yet the Family Service Associlation,
certainly an old establishment in the social workx field, is

now advancing the concept of case to cause advocacy in its
family advocacy programs, -Similarly, distinctions have

long been made between legal and lay advocacy; yet many

new programs are experimenting Wwith different combinations

of legal and lay advocacy. Even the old distinctions between
public and voluntary agencieé have started tc blur as private

agencies begin ©o receive government grants, and public

agenciesgéstablish citizen advisory boards and make use of

e found that the most useful ways of d

=

stinguishing
advocacy programs werz in terms of their starting points
and thelr targets Tor intervention. First, in regard to
starting points Tor advocacy, it seemed that most programs
iell into one of four types. Some programs, especially
those that have a divrect service component, start witn case
services and engage in advocacy as they see the need arise

in their work with individuals. Other programs begin with

-

a survey of needs 1in a given geographic area or amonz a given

e

population group. BStill other groups starit by monitoring

, s a4 a
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In regard to the targets for intervention, we fouand that
programs tend to concentrate on one or more levels. .Some
concentrate almost entirely on achieving certain bpenefits
for the individual case or client. In other words, they do
not worry about effecting change which benefits a larger
group but rather engage 1n whatever activity is necessary
to safeguard the interests of thelr particular client or

L

clients. Other groups concentrate on local service agencies

and attempt to effect change in the policies, programs, per-

sonnel, or board composition of local agencies. 3till others
concentrate on executlve or administrative agencies such as

= - ’

State Departments of Zducation or Velfare and attempt to

ef'fect change at this level in policy guldelines, adminis-
trativé regulations, budget allocations, ete., Finally,

still other groups concentrate on achlieving changes 1in the

"

law either through lobbying for new legislation, or engaging

'_l

o]

}_J
®
M

2l action in the courts.
Generally we found that child advocacy programs tended
to cluster in three major types: First are the community-

based programs vhicnh tend to start eit
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of which are under voluantery ausplces, tend to concentrate

+their efforts either on monitoring the actions of the various

lobbying and court action. Self-help organizations tend

to be distributed along this entire range, depending upon

'

vhether they are local, state~iwide, or national groups.

It is almost impossible to say anycning definitive abput
the effectiveness of various types of child advocacy programs
at the present time. Generally it would seem that programs

wnich have a limited focus and clearly defined goals are

avle to design and implenment their change strategies nost

effectively. However, the stazte of the art in cnhild advocacy
is very limited. Among existing agenciles greatest attention
has desn given to the questlion of structural variablz. A4S

result many advocacy prograns nave elaborate organizationzal
structures wnich make provision for representing practically
everyone wno could p0531le have an interest in cnhild advocacy;
but these are often irrelevant because goals are so diffuse
and strategies and techniques so poorly conceptuzlized. The

need for further innovation, clarification and documsntation

is clear. It is far too early to do more than point out

promicing leads and creative ideas.
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Page 19.

programs, appropriate operationzl bases for differs

e

of projects, and ontimal
issue which I would like to highlignht today is the whole
matter of accountabllity and sanction. In other words,
where does the advocate get the right to intervene and to
whbm\is he accountable? In regard to justiciable rights,
the sanction is clearcut; in other words, when a client is
denied benefits which have been specified-by law so that‘the
matter can be adjudicated in the courts, the advccate need
have 1little doubt about his right to intervene. Sanction

is also very clearcut in situations in which agencies violate
their own policies and procedures. - In such cases, because
of principle of equal treatment, the advocate nas every
right to demand that his client be treated in the sane way

other clients of the agency in quastion. In fact,

in situations of the two types just mentioned I wQuld say
that tne advocate not only has a right, but an obligation to
intervene regardless of administrative policy or personal
conseguence.

It is when the advocate moves Iinto new areas in which
rignts or benefits have not been legislatively specified or

established by edministrative precedent that he must exanmine

nis motivation and b2 clear about his szaction. Certainiy
a2 child advocate would not vwish to refrain fros ascbing simnly
because cerialn riznts nhave not been esitabiishec by lsw,  Por
exanple, fthe rishi To treatmant cass in Alaboma iz a yrdcens
exampla of 2 casne in which lawyers worked to obibzin a rulling



wnich exvandad the rights of children by stating that 1T they
vere involuntarily comnitted to a state institution they

had a right to adequate treatment. However, it is at this
cutting edge of the process of institutionalizing norms and
values that the child advocate faces the most difficult

questions, At this point he must ask: How does he know

=

what he is fighting for is right? Where does he get the
sanction to proceed in a given course of action? 0On wnose
behalf is he really acting? Sometimes public values have

converged sufficieantly to create consensus about a social

mininuwn, so that the advocate may proceed on this bacsis.

D

Other times, he may use available

e

rofessional knowledze as

-

o

a reference point. Tor instance, if 1¢ is kKnown that healithy

iy

child development demands certain environmental supperts, the
advocate in good conscience may proceed on this basis.

Perhaps the most obvious sanction for advocacy activity
is ﬁhe requests or demands of consumers, Howevér, in the
children‘s field this faises additional questions because of
the proolem of defining who the cdnsumer is. Should the
advocate be accountable directly to the child, to the parents,
or to some community bvody? In case advocacy when only the
interests of a single client are represented, this is 2
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Parz 20.
anyone from engaging in advocacy. Rights must ve constantly
redefined and expanded in a2 changing sociaty, and certainly

social workers nave a major role to play in this endeavor.

I wish only to point out some of the hard questions wnhich must
be faced as we move into adversarial positions and can no
longer feel secure about acting simply in accordance with
agency policy.

So what does all this mean Tor child welfare practice?

First, I would say that cnild welfare agencies must recognize

that they are likely to bz the targets of advocacy inter-
ventions by those outside the child welfare system - and this

must be accepted with a2s much openness and grace as possible.

£

Rather than waiting for the outside forces to attack, however,
child welfare agencies can vegin to engage in what the Fanily
Service Association térms “internal advocacy.' Tnis means
that administration and staff must start to viéw their own
program through the same critical eye that they obsarve
schools, mental health facilities, etc.

One way to.do this is to'develop various internal monitor-

ing devices. For example, in a small agency 1t is possible

b

to stop operations for a day occasionalWV so that ths entire
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conswner. An approach whicihr has been used successfully

in a few large institutions is to establish a permanent
internal monitoring unit. Generally, the person or persons
éccupying this position must be able to observe or obtain
ddequate information about all the operations of the agency
and to solicit suggestiﬁns and complaints from staff and
consumers. He can be accountable to either the administrator
or the board of directors but must have fres access to them
and suificlent status so that nhils recommendations will be
heard.

In rezard to this san

ol

e matver of internal advocacy,
child welfare agencles must consider the lssue of consumer

accountability in relatlion to their own operations. In

effort to place consumers on their policymaking or advisory
Boards. Bescause of the difficuliy in the child welfare field
of even identifying, let alone répresénting, the interésts

of all consumers it is especially important that boaxrd com-
positlon be continually re-assessed. For example, several

vears ago vwnen I was working at a child welfare agency in

faie )
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trust that thninegs nove chanced slightly since ©
[&5) () 0

(Y

cause of thnis problem of delineating a constituency

..J

However, b

2

6]
g

in the child welfare field, it is important ihat other types
of accountability devices also be explored. For exampdle,
it would be possible to develop simplé types‘of evaluation:
forms wnich consumers could subnit anohymously after they

' Y, Fal

nad received service from the agency. Some of the self-
. o

organized client groups such as foster pareni associations

G\I

and mothers of abused children could certainly be asked tO

ive direct feedback regarding agency operations. And ii
- @ i

).Jc

some of the large public organizations, it might be possible

to develop mechanisms for consumer input to policymaking

Anotner method of insuring consumer accouncabilizy.,
waicn I would esvecielly ‘like to advocate, is the establish-
ment of appeal mechanisms through wnich clients can chull enge
agency decisions which they feel are arbitrary or unfair. In
extreme cases, child welfare consumers are Now ablé to seek

recourse in the courts, as, for example, in hearings regarding

Gq

termination of parental rights and in the recent spate of
petitions by foster parents challenging the agency's right
to remove children Ifrom their nomes. Bub 1 we had adequate

apneal mechanisms, soxe cases of the latter type night never

nava to go o court, And certalnly such ansoeal procoduves
would orovide 2 means for cllents £o ohallons: acancy dacisions
wnich, slihourn norhans sonswnat Loass deopnsic D noburs,
wvarthaiess, have o cant i Toon L Livas ol Th

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

09



i

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.h
i
[¢3)

~

people involwved.

Finally, internal advocacy nay at

recent publication by Ralph lader

p . lll;'
plowing.

has termad "whistle-

In other words, if a staff person feels

his agency is engaging in some practice which is contrary

to the interests of its consuners and he has exhausted all

the internal mechanisms for effecting change, he may nave

to speak out publicly against the agency. Thls is not

sometning wnich a social worker would want to do ligntly
because of the obvious Dersonal consequences and the pos-

sibility that such action might tend to undermine puplic

confidence in other types of social weliare activity. How-

ever, there may be times when proiessional responsibility
and an advocacy stance demand such action.
Unfortunately, if we alviays waited until our own agencies

were in order before intervening viith other service systems,

ywe might never get to the point of advocacy witn other in-

stitutions! Therefore, I have dwelt on Zinternal advocacy

at some length only because I feel that social workers have

a ser

ious responsibility to do everything in thelr power to

make their own agencies accountable to thair consumers. How-

ever, internal and external advocacy are essentially narallel

process2s and cnild vworxers should bs ready to advo-
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are agency is attempting to advocate with the school, soe
cther group will be able to inﬁtigate éome necessary cnange
within the child welfare agency. Therefore, the advocate
should never hesitate to intervene with other systems

because of inadequacies in his own' organization.

Because child welfare ageﬁcies work with some of the
most troubled childrern in the community and are generally
called in to nelp when the primary service institutions
have failed, staff in these agencies are in an especially
good position to observe and document the deficiencies in
schools, health care programs, welfare departments, etc.
Certainly, child welfare workKers can and must engage gn

individual case advocacy to secure nacessary services for

their clients. nfortunately, no matter what sort of new
laws and progressive administrative rulings we get, it

seems tnat the only way to ensure that they are enforced

is to monitor their implementation on a case by case basis.
In addition, it is often only in relation to individual
problems that one becomes awvare of gaps and deficiencies

in major social programs and institutions. Therefore, no

=~

Freon

matter what sort of social progress we make, I think ther
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will always be a need for advocacy at the case level - and
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continue to be an integral componcnt
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many instances to be thelr own advocates

]

ffective child advocacy often ianvolves class action

o)

as well as case advocacy. Because of the particular
knowledge and skills required for class advocacy and the
political and organizatiqnal constraints on direct service
agencies, child welfare workers may want to turn to
specialized advocacy programs for leadership in this area.
However, direct service workers are in an ideal position to
raise iésuesJ identify problem areas and potential solutlons,
and provide case documentation for broad-scale advocacy

.l-

efforts.  If nothing else, they should at least bring

3

roblem situations to the attention of appropriate social

action groups. Similerly they can provide information,
support, and technical assistance to consumar groups which
are attempting to orgenize on their own behall., And at

I}

times, when no other rvesource iz available, a commitment to
child welfare may demand that workers mobilize themselves and
engage in class advocacy around a'snecific issue.

Al though child advocacy aaveloned somewnat queDedeijj

off the child welfare field, it is very much an interdisciplinary

endeavor which is attracting increasing numbers of child welfare
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he way of training for advocacy in either the professional

07

schools or in-service training programs. Social work education
has tended to emphasize a facilitative or collaborative ap-
proach to human relationships, concentrating on such matters
as group leadership, interviewing techniques, and tne com-".
ponents of a casework relationship. Yet advocacy implies
an adversarial approach wnich demands different knowledge
and skills. If social workers are to become effective
advocates for children - or any other population group -
the profession must begin to conceptualize the advocacy
process more Tully and provide more adequate training for
this role.

A second factor which has probably mediated against

child welfare workers taking a more active advocacy role 1@
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requent exhortations and ethical prescriptions,
professidnal organizations have provided little swpport for
individuals who engage in advocacy. The Nétional Associlation
of Social Workers does have an appeal procedure for WOr Kers
wno feel they have been treated unfairly by their employers
and it has filed amicus curlae briefs in several court cases

involving advocacy on the part of social workers. FHowever,

ired from

in a recent case in St. Louis, a social worker was f
a state nos it 1 hecaouse Atrarsy t the wishes A t-
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Dr priate socilal work behavior, the worker apnealed a jury
decision in favor of the hospital. Thie appeal was denied
in a United States District Court on the basis that social
work has no prof e551oqgl standards for advocacy to justify
such expert testimony. 5 THLS is certainly a searing in-

dictment of the profession and suggests that NASW must

move immediately to establish practice standards for

advocacy.' Related to this problem of the lack profes-

a5

of

sional standards Tor advocacy is the fact that union col-

lective bargaining agreements and civil service grievance

procedures seldom provide =ny real protection for

who-engage in advocacy. Certainly, there will always be
some personal risk to advocacy; however, 1f soctial workers
were to insist that their professional assoclations, unions
and membership organizations support ladividuals who suifer

reprisal for their advocacy activities,

vwould be much guicker to adopt an advocacy stance.

A final problem whichwjends to limit the advocacy engag

I think many workers

individuals

ed

in by chilq welfare workers 1is the fact that their-agencies
have provided 1little in the way of structural suvport for

sucn actlvity. This carn be seen most simply in such matters
as work assignments and verformances evaluations, [for exampls,
worklozds are Trequantly estimated on the oaSﬁs of the number
of direct olient intawrviews and workers are veually @valuated
in terms of thelr dioganostic ability, intervisuiag si.1la, olo.
pelinitions of worklond and oriteria for evaluablon nust ba
revised 17 cnild wellfnre wovders ave Lo perceive advooacy as
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